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IDENTIFIERS 
ABSTRACT 

This is a review of Jataes Coleman's 19 81 report, 
••Public and Private Schools, « which has. stated that private high 
schools provide education superior to that provided- by public high 
schools. The study is summarized and criticisms of Coleman's research 
aiid conclusions are offered in. the following areas: (1) method of 
analysis; (2) use of achievement test results that analyzed 
elementary rather than high sthool, subject matter;^ (3) lack of 
comparability of schools and curricula;' (m Coleman's ••segregation * 
index^'; ;C5) the \ls.e of aggregate rath-er than individual school 
information; and (6) the downward adjustment of public school 
achievement- scores and the failure to similarly adjust private school 
scores. Appended to the paper are three critical essays written by ' . 
Albert Shanker in response to ^Public and Private, schoois.:^^. (APH) 
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In 1966., spciologlst James Cplema^^^^ 
major, study which concluded that schools ha,ve Very: 
.little effect on student' achievement and recoroniended 
that bjack students would do better if they attended 
integrated sbhools . Among other things this resulted 
in j widespread busing f or ^ racial integration . This 
study was tho.rbughly t^examined by numerous scholars 
and researchers and many- of them, including Coleman, ■ 
later x^qncluded that the original analysis wajs ■ 
faulty and^^the concluslpn^ of the Coleman report ^-: 
were incorrect. ' . - ■ 

Coleman* has now' done it aga^in. In April •^1991, , ' i j. 
he issixed a draft report.; Public and Private ScRp^ 
which statted that private high schools provide a- > 
supeirior education in coroparison/to public high 
schools. The critics of this new study, have been - 
numerous; the supporters few ^n Aumber, .Some two * 
weeks after the release of this hew study, tlTieuries* Qoleman 
himself strongly criticized, the study, and said" the . 
.data 6n which it was based were flawed. ^ /Goiefnan " 
said that the'mpst important finding of M ^tudy • 
was- that effective schools in both the publi^^^ 
the private sectors ha4 Certain characferist^cK^- 
such as an ordered environment an<i strong^ Jtcadej^^^ 
demands. * / ' 



Coleman specifically stateci that , "G6od public 
schools do just as well as those {in' the pri^at , 
.sector." He we^xt oOn to stay,- "It is Tipt ' insi^nif ic 
that these qharact eristics.' are more often found in > 
the private sector; but if I were writing the rfe^)6rt 
again I would' focus more on how public ipplicy can . ; 
help schools in both Sectors to be .raore; effect iv^.''^;. 
These statements indi-Catej a dramatic revi^rsal of 
Coleman • s conclusions of just a few >eeks before and 
do much to cast real doubts on the validity /dfiis 
findings. • „ / 



^James Coleman, Thoma^ goffer, -and Sally Kllgore, 
Public and Private Schools ., draft copy, A report 
toAthe National Center for^^ducat ion Stat ist ics - < 
under Contract No. 500-78-0208 by the National 

'Opinion Research Center, March 1981. 

^Edward B. Fis^e, "Sd^ol Study Siid to Fail to . 
Enfohasize Main Point," New York Times , jt^pril 26,. 
1981, p. 40. ; 

■ » ■ . 

3 ■ ■ ■ ' ' ' ■ . ' ■ ' ' 

Fiske, New York Times. ^ 



. •Diahe_R.ayitch/^ a^^^ HisTEorian and 

r^searchef , 4ias said that the mg^jor point in the 
1981 Cojeman Bepprt is'.that it . re:^utes the 1966 
Coleman Report I Ravitch has pointed out that while 
the earlier, report said scihools* do Jiot make a* 
difference, the Bew report says that^ schools. made ' 
a great deal of differen'ce in student achievement .'^ 
, * ' * ^ ■ , 

The second Coleman Report generated a gr^pat 
deal of commentary and criticism in .^the first few . 
we6ks after its release, and all indications are ; ' 
ithat it is not beihg afforded the credibility and, . ' 
yespect Col^anjs first .report was when it. was 
released. ' Coleman himself stated in a news conference 
that such research .should never be use^ as. a basis,* * 
for\policy decisions .5' > That seems to s^um lip the [ 
prevailing feeling among both policy analysts and. 
researchers. ^ . * 

' > ■■■■ .• - . . . /: ■ ■ A ' . ^" - • ^\ ': 

• , I. The S econd. Coleman Report : ^ 

This sepond Coleman\jlepbrt is one of five studies 
which will reisult from thfe fJational Center for Edilca^ 
t ion Statistics' massive ''High fchool and! Beyond'; 
(HS&B> study r"* HS&B- was designed to provide a datax"; V 
base df longitudinal statistics on a national gample^ 
of high school sophomores and*, seniors.' This study 
began with a group-administered survey -in' the- 
spring of 1980 and which will have follow-up surveys 
with the safne sample- in 1982 >nd,. l98f.^ In the base^ / 
year of 1980, 58,000 secondary i?chool students 
\ participated in the survey. • ] . ^ 

A ' The National Opiniba Research' ^Center , under 
Contract from the U.S.* Department of ,Educatibn, . 
took major responsibility for the design ,<>f the ' 
Survey and for conducting the base-yea^ survey., • 
Jam^s Coleman ser^ved as principal imvefetiga^^^ W 



^ Education U.S^A. , "...And Say ke Co/i*radicts, 
Himself," April 20,^1981, p. 268. 

^Education Daily, April 23, 1981, yl/. .2. 




The Departmeint of Education's National Center - 
Education Statistics has described the purpose 
this survey as follows: ' * 

...the study 's primary purpose is to l 
observe the educational and occupational 
' plans anjd activities.of young people ' 

i- as they pass through tfye American ^ 

educational system and tah;e on their , \ 
adult roles. 6 . - . 



In Public arid Private Schools , James Coleman 
and his colleagues use the High School and BeyQn.!d 
data base to attempt to address the following V 
majat jquestions:, 

o • How well; do public aijd 'privaj:e schools 
' work/^€or, child^^^ \^ 

,; -o , Are private schools divisive, and, if so, 
along what lines? ^ - V 
■V. . ' ' ' ' * ' ■. ■ ■ ■ ^' 

o . \Are private schoole more easily managed 
, ' \ \th^n public schools, .and, ' if so, why? 

These Vesear-ch q^iestioni^ were designed to test 
assumpt ions \ about the current roles and functioning 
of public arr4 private schools in the United States 
to provide evidence for Considering policy proposals 
for either, increasing. or decreasing the role of 
private schools^ in American edvicatiop. 

Coleman arrived at the following conclusions 
in'^hi.s study. \ - > 



1. Private schools produce better cognitive 
outcomes than do public schools. 

•2. There is no direct evidence that private 
schools provide better character and / 
personality developmeht- than do. public 
scliools, although students in/non.- 
Catholic private schools show higher 
levels of self-esteem and. fate control V 
as sophomores and higher gains from the 
sophomore to senior xear than students in 
, public or Catholic schools. . 



^National Center for Education Statistics, High School 

and Beyond: A National Longitudinal Study for the 
' igjgO's , prepublication editUon (Washington: NCES, 

1981) , .p. ' 1. 



^Private' schools proMde k safer, m 
disciplined, ' and more ordered environment 
than jdo public schools, y 

There) is little evide^hce to Confirm or 
.discomfirm the^jpremise tttat private, schp 
are- more successful in creatiilg an* interest 

in learning than are p^blic^sciiools . 

»/ ■ • ■ ■ . • 

There is some wea^k evidence that private 
spools encourage interesT^in higher . 
education and lead more of their students 
to attrend college^ than do public schools 
with comparably ^tudejpts. /^ 

Non-Catholic private' schop|ls. 9.re smaller 
•and thus bring about greater 'degrees of / 
participation in sports and other f 
'aqtivities than^do other schools. The ] 
iact that CathdJiG schools ard smaller / 
than public schools does not result in ^ 
increased participation in extracurricular 
activities. - . ^ 

.While hon-Cathplic schools have smaller 
class size than other sch|pols, ;land 
Catholic schools have smaller .class size 
than public schools, theife was no direct 
• evidence preseiated on^^ 66nt act between 
teachers and students. V 

The report contained no evidence that 
private schools are more efficient than 
public, schools, accomplishing their task 
at a lower cost . 

Private schools contain^'^^ts^dents frdjn 
highef income backgrounds than public 
schools. Public schoorls show higher 
internal income segregation than priva;^e 
schools. 




Ther^ is strong evidence that privat^ 
schools are divisive along religious 
lines, segregating' different religioii^ 
groi^ps into .dif f erent^schools. 

Private schools are divisive along racial 
lines in/that they contain few black and 
thus segregate whites in private schools; 
from blacks in public schools. Internally, 
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private schodl^ iare less segregated than 
public schodj&a^ mainly because private . 
schools do /Contain so few blacks. ' 

Private schools do not provide the educa- 
tional range that public schools do, 
particularly in vocational and other non- 
traditic/nal courses or progiWns. Even high 
performance public schools are more compre- * , 
hensi'vp than high perfoMiance\ private schools 

The evidence is extTemely unclear about 
whet hfer private or public schools are^ 
.more/unhealthily cbmpetitiye, oV which • 
prov/ide a heaflthier affective development . 




.13, 



14. - A $i ,000 increase in income, for all income 
grJaps would^increase.tJie proportion of 
blAcks,, Hispanics, and low income students 
in/ private schools. ^ 

■ ■. , • . ^' . s ■ ^ 

15 . > Alt middle and upper income levels , /the .« . 
obabiiity of blacks attending pi^ivate 

icliool is greater than that for whites. 
Lt/ all income levels, the probability 
jf- Hispanic enrollment, is 'greater than \^ 
that for non-Hispanic whites.. 

16., Catholic schools are more nearly "coihrhon 

* s^chools" in that achievett^ is leiss , 
V affected by' parental educational back-. 

' ; igrounds and race, or ethnicity than .In 
i ; public schools. Also aspirations qf; ■ - 

students from different parental 
educatioBalv backgrounds are more alike 
in Catholic schools than in public schools. 

17. I Important factors in bringing about higher 
scholastic achievement are greater academic 
^ demands and a more prdered environment . / 
. ' This is shown whpn private schools are 
compared to public schools and among 
schools within the public sector. 

Coleman summed up. his interpretation of the 
Value of tliis study "when he stated: / 

The most important implication of the 
results for American ieducation is not 
th^t the average. private school brings 
about higher achievement in some cogni- 
tive skills -than does the average - 
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\ public -school. It is, rather, the things 
about (emphasis in original) those schools 
* which bring about higher iachievement , more 
homework, fewer absences, less cutting of 
classes, all by students of comparable 
backgrounds; and in general in a more 
orderly enyironment in the school. 

-He goes on to ^tate the* real value of the report is 
tkat it shows what things, about schools lead to higher 
achievement.; 

OtAer Studies . / ^ ^ 

\ Wha^ Coleman regards as tlie most important 
implication of his study is really nothing neW.' - \ 
Madaus, ' Airasian, and Kelleghan in their review of^ 
school effectiveness r studies® ishows that some schools 
or classep doVa better job than others in helping 
students/learn. Higher achievement schools or classes 
are characterized by: \ 

haying a strprig pre^ss for^ acjademic 
excellence '-"^ A. 




valuing ^discipline 
providing structure 
mphasizing homework and study 



h\aying an envirotiment where students 
expect, or arfe expected, to^do well. 



These researchers furthermore .conclude that these 
differences occurs to a large extent independent 
of home background. 



^'James S. Colemanl, letter to the editor. New York 
Times , April 19,' 11981, p. 14E. 

■ ^- ~ ' ■■ "\ \ .'■ ■ • . 

^George F. Madaus, Peter W. Airasian, and Thomas 
Kellaghas , School Effect ivenesi§ : A Reassessment of 
the/Evidence . (yew York: McGrawHill, 1980), p. 174 
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, A study recently completed by the National 
Assessment, for Educational Progre^s9.1ooK«d a 
nationwide reading achievement of 9, 13,' and ;i7 
year old students. ,It showed differences in the 
performance of" public, Cathblic>, and non-Catholic 
private scbbol students and showed differences 
among regions of the country. However, a study ' 
showeid that vwhen the various populations were 
-equated so that public and private schools" shared > 
equal proportions of students from different ^' v. 
socio-economic levels, public school students 
perform at a reading Tevel comparable \to private 
school students, and in some cases surpassred ' 
private school perf orifaance. 

Likewise, in a study completed in England, 
Fifteen ; Thousand Hours: A Secondary Schobjls and . 
Their Effects on Children , by Michael Rutter , 
et al , , 1^ the findings were si&iilar. - Schools 
wKich jwere successful were those which- einphasized 
academic concerns, homework, knd the. -use of the 
library. Also, a key factor in the successful' 
schools was having what Rutter and his colleagues 
call a "fair siliafe" of high ability children in 
the school. Apparently, the. achievement of a 
whole school | is degraded if the more able children 
are- "creamed off" from it. 

What Coleman has found is riot really new and 
has been reported in various oth^r studies in the 
pds*. The research can be summarized by saying ^ 
that effective schools >are* characterized by : 

' dijicipline and order , ^ , \ 

o .\ more time spent in learning and* in 
homework; - • 

/ o placipg pressure on stitdents to learn 



p a quality curriculum and high stanaarda 
J' of learning ; » 



National Assbssinen* for Educational P^rogr ess, 
"Reading Achievement in Public and Priva:te Schools 
Is There a Difference?", as reported in Amerlxjan. - 
Association ofrJ^chodl Administrators, news "telease 
April 7, 1981 y \ - . : V i 

""■^Cambridge, Mass . : HarvaV^ University Press, 1079. 
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Highe st an da'r^^^ in an prdered 

ef^virbnment^ produces high; ac^ieyem)eht • . 

Criticigms of Coleman * 




V A number of researchers and other cr it iqs have 
jXpted serious .flaws in Cojeman's gtudy. .Of \pourse, 
Coleman has adiri^tted some of these defects ip his, 
repudiation of his own. fdhdings. ' TVhe rti^ijor criticism , 
of:/the second Cpleman Repoxt is simply that m 
the conclusiohsr^o not follow J rom the findings and 
are unsubstantiated by the res^rjch.' For example, 
as nOt^d above' Coleman does hot ^shoV t^hat private 
high schools^ are . better than plibl ic.\high schools , 
but only that t-li ere are certain' fadtors which make 
4 high schdol-ef feet iveL no matter Whether it is . • ^ 
public, €athoiic/ or indepeftdeat-. . / A 

'»»■.■ f ■ ' ■ . ■ .■- ■ ■ ^ •■ ■ » ^ ■ ' ■ ■ * ^ ^ 

' Method of Arialy&is ;v ? ^ • 

. ' Janif & P. dbmer,* a .professpr of psy<3hiatjJ|y at > 
the Yale' Child Studi^ (Setter a^ dean of : 

the Yale Medldal : ;Schoolt has ckll^^d ^Coleman ' s' 
researcH method so flawed that no:-one. can ^ 
draw any sqund' cojiGlu^ionsJfrom the report . i^^^ 
Ha sj>eciflcall,yNcri1iiz^s Coleman ^f or ;1:he exteii^^ , 

-sjive use of quest idiirr^ire ,sejf -reporting. Much^ " 
of the data vised Cdleman, , iacluding family . . > 
incptae and other family background data, student 
aspiration ihfo1?mation j,Y 

quklity of \ ins^truttibft^ on a survey - . 

form by students tliep^elve^^ : 
'To base finely dl*awh l^oaclusidris^ on suc^ daia which 
•are prone to large degrees of error seems particularly 
inappropriate ^' ' " * 

Dula'tioii , 

P^^y^ologist; Donald Camp^^jfjeil .wartfs that the 
metliod of analysis used b^ Coiemah^may be Eippro-.? 
priate for sopie types of research, . I? ut should not 
be tfsed f6r causal "inference. 12 -Of ^.course, * v 



No krfpunt! of Wophisticated computer 
manipula'tioii c^A cbffebt for unreliable soufce. 

'..data^. ■ V- - l ■ • ■ > ; ' : 



' Jaflies P . . Cipmef ; ^";Coleman ' s ^d Rept^Jrt , New Y^f k 
^ Times , Apr^l 19 1981, p. E15. 

' ■ . .. ' ' , ■ 

•'■^Donald Campbell, ''Statement ^bout manuscript 

Public and Private Schools , " in "Seven Schalarly 

Reviews of Public and " Private Schools , Robert; L. 

Grain, ed. , ^photpcopied, no date. - t 



Col^man'sV^u^^ is to ascertain 

iciia^is^ual^^^r^^^ have criticized 

Gbleman for Kis -lack an experimental design and 
for using orily crossHsectional data r^her than 
Ipngitudinal iflata.. ^ t 

O^^^v^^^ arguments go on. 

For example, Samuel ; Peng an,d W Fetters of 

the Lpngitudinal: Sttidie^^ Branch af the National 
Center for Edircat ion Stat isti plaim that - 
Coleman pxcluded /itnpof variables from his 
regression analysis . In .theif * replicatrlon of 
Coleman's wbfk,; a^ Peng and 

Fetters claim that the \test score diff^ 
between public an.d.^rivate school stxidents are 
-greatly reduced. Co>3reman /iiid associates, claim / 
that Pejig arid Fetters are Wthodological<Ly incorrect 
in applying a high- school program variable in their 
reg^tessibn models Debates like^ this will go oh and 
it will bfe difficult for those not steeped in 
quantitative research methodology to evaluate the 
arguments. However, it is clear that responsible 
researcher^ expert in the specific methodology 
used by Coleman are challeng^ing Coleman's appli- 
cation of hi^ methodology to the available data. 

Test Data ' ^ 

vColeiife.n is also criticized for using achievement 
tejst results as a measure of school outcomes. 
*E>hphasis placed on the objectives of Vsuch tests \yill 
vary greatly from program to program /and curriculum 
to cu!rriculum. No place is the claim set forth 
that the achievement tests used contain the full 
array of instructional objectives epiployed in any 
of the school programs in the schools studied. 
•Most likely the objectives measure^ by the achievement 
test items used would match the iristructional 
objectives measurefd by the achievibment test items 
used woulti match the instructional objectives of 
academic; programs the closest. X)f course, the 
private schools had a higher prt^port ion of students 
in academic programs than publife schools. 

Criticism has been furt^^ raised about 
Coleman's conclusions from achievement test data. 
Sophomores were tested on items whidii largely 
measured fairly elementary prior learning and 
these test results were used to make comparispns 
about hi'gh school programs. These tests measured i 
learning that occurred before high schopl, for the 
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most part*, and nb attempt was made to determine what 
kind* of school these students had attended. Is it 
possible "^tkat many of the high achieyi^ng private 
school sophomores were the product of nine years of , . 
public education? The point is, we do not know 
the answer to this an<^ this fact casts a dark 
shadow/ of doubt over many of Coleman's conclusions. 
Before such conclusions are drawn, more adequate 
controls need to be made for .educational back- 
ground. 

Education measurement specialists, Lee Cronbach 
has stated simply .that the test scores which Cole- 
man used* are irrelevant. The tests,, according tOf 
Cronbach, analyzed elementary school subject 
matter, not high school subjects. The scores tell 
more about the selection policies of private 
schools than they do at)out high school achievement 
or school effectiveness. 13 

Comparability ' ^ 

, This leads to the cri^citii^m that Coleman has 
not dealt with comparable schbol programs * an4 
curricula in comparing' school achieyemerx*-. Different 
schools follow different curricula, but^^achievemeht 
comparisons are made as if there were a uniform 
curriculum were in place^ Does it come as any 
surprise then, that Coleman found higher achieve- " , 
ment in private schools, with la;rgely college 
preparatory curricula, than in 'public schools with- 
college preparatory, gen^raly and vocational curricula? 

Coleman has really undertaken the task of 
comparing two basically different samples and " 
trying to compensate or correct for the differences. ' 
Most researcher? hold that this is .impossible to do 
and further maintain that « this is a fatal flaw in 
the study. ' , ^ ; 

■, ' . « ■ ' ' ■ . ■ • * . ■ 

Segregation Index ' 

There" has been widespread criti<:ism of Coleman's 
''segregation - index, " with the National Center for 
Education Statist'ics^st at ing that: 



"Lee Cronbach", " Statement . regarding Public and 
Private Schools ," in "Seven Scholarly Reviews 
of Public and Private Schools ,. Robert L. Crain, 
ed, . photocopied, no date. 
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As applied to this National sample 
of schools, it (segregation index) 
fails to /capture the essence of 
segregation, which is the separation 
of peopl/e in a local community along 
racial/ethnic lines. 

so called "siegregat ion index" is really a 

me^ure of ^racial hompgenity of schools. Private 

hopls seem .less segregated on this ,indiex largely 

^ecause there are so *fjw blacks in private schools. 

According to Coleman/s index, if every private 
school had 100 pupils, ot which 99 were white and T 
w^s black, then it would demonstrate exemplary 
behayiQr on the "segregation index. "^ If one of 
f these schools admitted an additional black student, 
[ then sector segregation would increase. . 

The Sin of Agg^'egation 

So many gross misrepresentations occur because 
Colen^ah uses aggregate sector information and not 
individual school information; With the exception 
ctf- some Information reported for high performance 

^public schools, all. public schools of whatever type 
were lumped together. Likewise, all Catholic schools 
^were Iximp^d together arid non-Catholic i)rivate schools / 
aire all combined. This latter category would combine 
Andover, Grotoh; and Choate with se'gregation aqademics 
in Mississippi and alternative schools in Berkeley. 

Mt seems logical that within sector differences are 
as great as differences between sectors. Coleman 
does not acidress this point. \ 



Self "Select ion " 

- ColemsLn exaggerates the achievement differences 
between . -private and public schpols by adjusting 
public school senior year scores downward to compen- 
sate for dropouts. liowever, no comparable reduction 
Is made in private school scores for those students 
who may have similarities with public schopl drop- 
puts who are never admitted to private schools or 
are expelled from them. This contradicts Coleman's 

" ■ * • ■ \ '• ' " ■ ' . 

^^National Center for Educat lion Stktistics, memorandum 

from Jeffrey Owlngs and RicBy Takai David Sl^eet , 
V March 27, 1981, p. .2. ' 
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cdmposition; If Coleiiiai^. is to make the adjust- 
ment in achievement scor«es of public schools, • 
he should also adjust tpv private school discipline 
problems who are expelled from or never admitted n 
to private schools. 

As many critics have pointed out, thip private 
school sample is different in an unmeasured way 
because'it is self-selected. Because parents 
make the act of placing children in private schools 
and are willing to pay extra for private school 
tuition and fees,, thes.e parents are different. 
They are very likely to place additional pressures 
on 'their child to achieve and to make sure they ^ 
receive full value for. their additional expendi- 
ture for private education. This fa'ctor was not 
considered in the Coleman s^udy. 



It. is clear at this point that this second 
Coleman Report is a very flawed study whicJi has 
^dr^wn much sharp criticism in the short time it 
* faas been available. To/base public policy on 
, its- cdnclusiorf? would be folLy-^ 

However, there is tecogndtion that some of 
its individual "findings are in concert vfith what 
other researchers have found and probably are 
valid. The study offers no proof that private 
high schools are superior to public high schools, 
l6ut it does point out some factors which high 
achieving schools have in common. 

AFT President Albert Shanker summarized his 
response to the study in his April 26, 1981, New 
York Times column when he stated: 



But it's time to stop making e^fcjises. 
School boards, administrators, 4 
teachers, parents should use these 
results of the Coleman Report as a 
basis for improving the quality of 
public education. The American 
people still support public schools 
and oppose aid to nonpublic education. 
But public school support is slipping. 
If schools don't offer both a safe and 
orderly enviironment and a quality 
program, the public will surely go. 
elsewhere . 



III. 



Conclusion 
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Do Schooh Make a dijjmnce Ajter AM 

\^ch Coleman Report Po We Meve? 

18t week' sociologist James Coleman issued r report coopuing private 
j schools with public schools. Perlips befote we look Hfii new Coleman 
Rpoit we should look at the. original Coleman lUport^^^ ; 

Hiat report WIS the most massive ^cce of social sdeace research ever 
ioK. First, a vast amount of informatiOtt was collected. There facts about 
stofab,'size of school, class size, achievement, teacher ckincioistics, racial 
cuposition and much more... just about everyljung. f - 
. Once the facts were gathered, they were fed into conputers and then 
stndU to see what condosions could be drawn from theie.dati Coleman 
wnnced to Hie world: SchiiSis don't make mudi diflerence in learning. It 
dUn't matter if schools were; big or small. Gass size had no effect Diierences 
aaoDg teachen also counted, for very little, except t)iat teac)ien with better 
imiand oftiw languaiie siened to have a slighdy positive impact on levn- 
especially among minority yoralgsters. ; ' 
u What did inijuence'leihiiiig? Most important wis tile child's family back- 
Qnd-''the homejtsetf and we.cuttural influences inunediately surrounding 
Ae Bpoe." SdMoIs i^re irtetective "to free tchievemeiit fra^ the impact of 
the hotDe," and in fact tended to perpetuate those inflnencei because they were 
ddtunlly homogeneous. Fof minority youngsters, therefore, the key to edu- 
odonal opportunity fs a ncial and social cjass mix. "Attiibutiis of other iju- 
dents account for faBmore>viriatiaii in the' achievement of minority |rOup 
. ctiditn that) do atlfe of ichool facilities and slightly moie than do ^ttrj< 
- tei of stair," Colein wnte. Minority youngsters in predominantly white, 
■ddk-cliss schoolrooms did miich better themselves and did not h«rt the 
Innisg of whites. It seemed to verify the commoo leoe of Ihe.view that 
(UdRnletmfroroieichQlhijr. 

Tlie(intCokmaaReporthadpoliticalwallop.Itwisscieaoe.Itw 
|w made up of facts, and interpretations (hat cime ait of coomlers. AM, 
k «v fbianced by the Ui: govemmenL Sinte '^•pivil exptiiiiitin; books 
ii tk libnry, and a host of other fidlities and cotiiculkr neaiuni* had little 
(icci dn achievbment, accotdinglo Coleman, hit itport gave 'Mie'' jotti- ' 
fcation for refusing toprovide more money for the schools, even fa( prmb)^ 
ofldy minority schooli. ibllK same time, tk OoiiMi 
justify mpnwe^ thiitkiiveioit of minorky ekiUm the use 
ofbwoifjjrinteinlloii. ~ 



. What happened? TkCte-lU^liniidoiK^ be b't^ 
than WM diimed at Irii Ofter lotvthn im1 CliM hifflxlf ^ 
to the "facts" and thieppilers a mnbiir of (jmes and niched diifeient con- 
clusions at different times. Coleitaan tbhself later repudiated the report and 
argued that integratiofl through, busing was not the answer . . . that busing 
would not produce integration but would M instead to '^vhite IKglliL" Mean- 
while, whatever Coleman'i changing and contradkitorv directions,' the ellect 
lived on. Time and again he used to justify jihe substitution of busing for 
money that the &hools needed. 

. . .(IowwehaveanotherColeminReport.Thisonesaysthatpriviteschoob 
provide a better education thin public schools. While tM lepdrt must be deah 
'with on its own merits, it should be known that loni. before Coleman started 
on this work, he came out in favor of using public funds to send jstodeots to 
private school. And, it miy be mere coincidenceM)r it miy not-ihit the re- 
port was issued justtefore the Congress will omsider (Ulion (u credits. . 

Coleman Report II clearly comradicts Coleman Report I. hi the first he 
said that schools don't n;;ike a difference, but now, in saying that private schools 
provide a superior educatkm, he must be nying thkt sdwols do make a d^* 
eope and that some (private) nt better thin othen (public), . 

The new report was cbaDeilgcd as soon as it was issued! Another massif 
report, this one by the Natkmal Assessment for Education Progress, concluded, 
after a study of the reading achkwementof 100,000 children in public ud pii- 
Vilie schools, that childien in bblh systems achieved the same if you comjwt 
children from the same income bict^unds whose parents hid the same edu- 



Coleman cliims thit<hit study has accounted for differem income leveli 
and educational attainment' of patents in private, is compared wiih puUie 
schoolv Butihete is one factor even he admits l)e can't measure, ivhat be ct^ 
a "defect" in the study He writes that ". . . one iwh difference between 
parents of children in public schools and parents'of children in private schools 
II that the lattethivechoiefl their chiM'sichool and are paymg'iijeabieamouott 
of tuition money to implement diis choke. It seems probable," Cokmagi^s, 
"that this behavior is an indicator of additionaliifferences in IhejMUtnti' b^ 
hivior towird the tWi eddcitkm, differences tbit cooM # i(c( the very 
outcomes thit ue oTinteiest." In other words; parents whq are pawing good 
money for their child's school are likely to put pressure on their misaiio 
get their mone/iwoiih. . . , . 

Like Colemin 1, Colemin II leads us to very tvrong conclusions' For ex- 
an^le, the {iubllc sciioiils ait made to look worse because Coletoan koocki 
points off their ichievement to take-into jtount th^lowtr scores whkh drop- 
outs tmldbivvmaifchidthey itiiiiined In school! But no simflir idjustment 
is^nide to kitock dowirthe privue school scores)n.th'e bisis bt students they 
didootldmit-tfliideiitififeM ' 

. ' It's not htfd. to see ho* Colemu Khicved his results! it's N to under- , 
ttind whv he wittd l)ii tine, or thy; iiiybbdy jwould pay at|eotk«.tp the 
obvious. Jiiit liticit IS a mufh higher ptRM 
: (because tiMt'i i|it M hoipllilt iif,ifacie for), tbete's i much higher percent- 
lie of good studenu in.privite schools, .becijise if you idmit pod students, 
^ iqiict pbor liskt lod ei^;.tkow,«bo don'liheet ^indirds, pik bound to 
cw'tmwtiibiQer ttudtots dun schools w^^^^ .' v 

' ' Aiiyooe who rushes to tii citdlti or vouchen on thetasit of the m 
, CdeiiiinRepoit.^rin be miking the sine mistake n those wh^ 
hiiidvipeiiibelievisgtfaitbw^wouidsolved^ 
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T|£ to Ship Out the Violent Stuto^ 

Iisi week sociologist James Colttnan issued a conlroversial report comparing 
J achievement in public and private schools. Goleman claims private schools 
do better. His critics say he's wrong, that it's not private xkooli which do better 
but the students in them. These are aselectgroup wh(»e parents are wilhng to 
pay tuition in order to put them into a school which does not admit problem 
children or which expels those who don't measure up. The argument wll g^ ^ 
and there's no doubt that because of the selection processes o( private schools, 
they will continue to be different, But, in spite of this, aren.t Acre some thing 
the public schools can leamlrom the private sch'ools?Somcchanges which will 

make public schools more like private schools? . 

1 believe there are three major areas in which public schools need change, 
andifthe$echangesweremade,theattractionofprivy$choold^^^^^^ 
begreailydiminiW.Theareasare:(i)safetyandoriertnthcscIyo^w^^^^^^ 
room.(2increasedprcssureforKhievcmcntjima» 
standards, and (3) the teaching of commonly held values, the first issue will Be 
discussed here, the second and third, in subsequent columns.^ 

For man parents who have taken their children out of public school, he 
key issue is safety and order. They don't want the'ir children to exMnence e 
tn^ma of a beating, mugging or threat of.being stabted or B yj! 
question of actual J thrSeSed violence, they know ttat one or two * I ren 
Iho are extremely troubled, whoconstanily act out by throwing things, talki g, 
Sing, ninning about. can take u^ost of the time of 
Ss, so that little learning goes on. Of W there arf some children wlw ac 
Oris way only in the presence of a particular teacher, or only for a short tim 
during particWpirsooalof familycrisis. or^nly mth^^^^^^ 
frien* or acquaintances. These problems can be handled, but theit are other 
children who behave this way all the rtme. , , . . ' , . , . 

UnlessthisproHem«dealtwith.therewillbe,ttiore^^^ 
to private schools and increasing pressure for public funding of these sciioois. 

^tatt professor of sociology' and, director of the Institute for 

Criminological Research it Rutgers University, made some 

Cl980issueofTk»to^^^^^^^ 

^10 ihe Droblem but Toby propose^ the development of a long-term strjiiegy. 

behavior rather than puntthmcnt for bad," he points ou {at swli posi h 
Se5' will work ^^^^^^ b"' ""' '^"^ d'5r"P«<« children.. | 
v.< lis iiihcr •>u:';t"«it'^n'; . . , 



courses during the day. .w.«Ar.«iifelviised I 

Some yout a vocale Um h« ^m^v^^ 
ulamore''iningumg, the e b^^^^^^^^^ 
Lesstotheclienieleorlackf^B^^^^^^^ 
violence. Rural schools ar^t^e^^ «^^^^^^^^ 
paddle students and conduc " 'P;*"'? jJ'J i,j«h ntes of assault I 
Ey « cml mj^ ItmtS^^^^^^^ cannot 
and robberies because « ^/XVuX^^^^ devised credible rc: 
eonirolandcan^^^^^^^^ 

wardsand punishments lor tne i«F 8'""^ r . ' y unior hiph I 

not work, but it's worth trying. ■ , A 

« do Ibis «i«ltr Iht ^^Smwm^*' « 
tion'sproposedygetcuts. ..u?,H«„Vr«i«v 

Loimofenr«i u-JWglf * ff^^^^ rid dte : 
Ll«iflfin.ll»P*«5^X 

miif «*ool ijKeii, If M I'SoSeidiliint Jm »™i » 
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Mpht, TiH^hCoimMpmmk, Jests 

M Sdboob FM f ^ 

Some people MCi to be acciibt prone. Otben ilwi^ Hen to be nis- 

ntcgory. Mcfliiicpab, ^ofiith 1966, midebig headliiiii, often 
OQ pige OK Aoeoiiil to Ik nevspipen 1^ 



. doei iMt (Upend «| 18, iMv 

fdut uliries iBiGkn en. Smdenli do «el| it they ooipe fnn ttaiiies 

ffakj ate(i(lii|k^io(i(Koaiaiiic iti^ do ^i^mt 

froorpoorlMXLAndbliit^^ 

legregitedones. ■■ '/ 'v. ' ■ 

Jint II (he ttcrdi b Ik (3ftit Society en ^ 
noie money into edKiDD, GoieiDui m intemtted it Ate 
, wasting money on Kkxik; Speodigg monjlrofl't d> iny |6od;i( ptm 
be effectiic^ try Mi^" Bst it Mffli tik over 111 % 

Vtnm\mm$ttOkm^m\r^ iooiiMr iet (if 




Again, tiKi(poitiitti.iriijni^ 
writei7).IxfiidBii%i|itii]ieffedog1^ 
iM.Gokantcalfyay? . 

OoleaiB^iqil^lkinten^ of tlie 1966 report vat inn^ 
SdMb do mate! dilentt. In W M 
ii1>iir#ool!tbey1liean)tM.ll^^^ 

GobBin dM«r lay-ind^ii lA^ 
privatoidtoobfi|0odiBdpd)|ie$e]N6baNbadHeiiflA 
priva|e ichoob ai ifH ai piMie scboob. Colemafl ihowi tbit it it not 
wiMtberid»oiiipd)iic;Catii^ 
<4Di vbat loei oiiiiiiie icbool. High^i^^ 
"Hay?, , ■ .] 

KbieviMKkoli ait diicblined and qcderly.m i ttken^ 



itfoetoi 
itiodinkwitaK 



agiiott vindaban aoddk^lbuK; StiH^ 
beloleriled Iteeanfwiaititet when ttof-^ ^-.i..^^ . 
when thnrdoit ob9,iil1lly|ii irtp 

dk^d^^M A^^^^^ A^jiJ^^^A 

B uiR|B agatoR MMi 




oren- 



.ERIC 



19.. 



/Partofthepfeawcoinetinthcte^ G-A,,^ 
aS? ^rtd^i aw tor aihi(v(»(Bt:.|eit 



WiewtichisoNto'B 
taie ceometrv. tniiiBOoMiy,cyeuhii;^ 

^ . jdncktuhnnQti 
oofitpiiyncarmaMby] 

^MthoniNQodiodtadi 
condodeil 



iqoaiilycarrlcnlmStndeiili 
i<orbirdoDei.Mbicitadenti 
-i|iy,pbytici, foreign lai^^ 
Ibyooorteiui'^Qedia,'' 



ichoob 
bttie 



Itbeiri 



^ ud leaned t^ tolerate iflioiend)lebSivk^^^ 



{(KbeivpaltnttihoBldoiei 



ior ttopRWMthe ((1^^^ 



tiibarii 



